Monte Carlo studies for the optimisation of the Cherenkov Telescope Array layout by Acharyya, A. et al.
        
Citation for published version:
Acharyya, A, Agudo, I, Angüner, EO, Alfaro, R, Alfaro, J, Alispach, C, Aloisio, R, Batista, RA, Amans, J-P, Amati,
L, Amato, E, Ambrosi, G, Antonelli, LA, Aramo, C, Armstrong, T, Arqueros, F, Arrabito, L, Asano, K, Ashkar, H,
Balazs, C, Balbo, M, Balmaverde, B, Barai, P, Barbano, A, Barkov, M, Almeida, UBD, Barrio, JA, Bastieri, D,
González, JB, Tjus, JB, Bellizzi, L, Benbow, W, Bernardini, E, Bernardos, MI, Bernlöhr, K, Berti, A, Berton, M,
Bertucci, B, Beshley, V, Biasuzzi, B, Bigongiari, C, Bird, R, Bissaldi, E, Biteau, J, Blanch, O, Blazek, J, Boisson,
C, Bonanno, G, Bonardi, A, Bonavolontà, C, Bonnoli, G, Bordas, P, Böttcher, M, Bregeon, J, Brill, A, Brown, AM,
Brügge, K, Brun, P, Bruno, P, Bulgarelli, A, Bulik, T, Burton, M, Burtovoi, A, Busetto, G, Cameron, R, Canestrari,
R, Capalbi, M, Caproni, A, Capuzzo-Dolcetta, R, Caraveo, P, Caroff, S, Carosi, R, Casanova, S, Cascone, E,
Cassol, F, Catalani, F, Catalano, O, Cauz, D, Cerruti, M, Chaty, S, Chen, A, Chernyakova, M, Chiaro, G, Cielar,
M, Colak, SM, Conforti, V, Congiu, E, Contreras, JL, Cortina, J, Costa, A, Costantini, H, Cotter, G, Cristofari, P,
Cumani, P, Cusumano, G, D'Aì, A, D'Ammando, F, Dangeon, L, Vela, PD, Dazzi, F, Angelis, AD, Caprio, VD,
Anjos, RDCD, Frondat, FD, Pino, EMDGD, Lotto, BD, Martino, DD, Naurois, MD, Wilhelmi, EDO, Palma, FD,
Souza, VD, Santo, MD, Delgado, C, Volpe, DD, Girolamo, TD, Pierro, FD, Venere, LD, Díaz, C, Diebold, S,
Djannati-Ataï, A, Dmytriiev, A, Prester, DD, Donini, A, Dorner, D, Doro, M, Dournaux, J-L, Ebr, J, Ekoume, TRN,
Elsässer, D, Emery, G, Falceta-Goncalves, D, Fedorova, E, Fegan, S, Feng, Q, Ferrand, G, Fiandrini, E,
Fiasson, A, Filipovic, M, Fioretti, V, Fiori, M, Flis, S, Fonseca, MV, Fontaine, G, Coromina, LF, Fukami, S, Fukui,
Y, Funk, S, Füßling, M, Gaggero, D, Galanti, G, López, RJG, Garczarczyk, M, Gascon, D, Gasparetto, T, Gaug,
M, Ghalumyan, A, Gianotti, F, Giavitto, G, Giglietto, N, Giordano, F, Giroletti, M, Gironnet, J, Glicenstein, J-F,
Gnatyk, R, Goldoni, P, González, JM, González, MM, Gourgouliatos, KN, Grabarczyk, T, Granot, J, Green, D,
Greenshaw, T, Grondin, M-H, Gueta, O, Hadasch, D, Hassan, T, Hayashida, M, Heller, M, Hervet, O, Hinton, J,
Hiroshima, N, Hnatyk, B, Hofmann, W, Horvath, P, Hrabovsky, M, Hrupec, D, Humensky, TB, Hütten, M, Inada,
T, Iocco, F, Ionica, M, Iori, M, Iwamura, Y, Jamrozy, M, Janecek, P, Jankowsky, D, Jean, P, Jouvin, L, Jurysek,
J, Kaaret, P, Kadowaki, LHS, Karkar, S, Kerszberg, D, Khélifi, B, Kieda, D, Kimeswenger, S, Kluniak, W, Knapp,
J, Knödlseder, J, Kobayashi, Y, Koch, B, Kocot, J, Komin, N, Kong, A, Kowal, G, Krause, M, Kubo, H, Kushida,
J, Kushwaha, P, Parola, VL, Rosa, GL, Arquillo, ML, Lang, RG, Lapington, J, Blanc, OL, Lefaucheur, J, Oliveira,
MALD, Lemoine-Goumard, M, Lenain, J-P, Leto, G, Lico, R, Lindfors, E, Lohse, T, Lombardi, S, Longo, F,
Lopez, A, López, M, Lopez-Oramas, A, López-Coto, R, Loporchio, S, Luque-Escamilla, PL, Lyard, E,
Maccarone, MC, Mach, E, Maggio, C, Majumdar, P, Malaguti, G, Mallamaci, M, Mandat, D, Maneva, G,
Manganaro, M, Mangano, S, Marculewicz, M, Mariotti, M, Martí, J, Martínez, M, Martínez, G, Martínez-Huerta,
H, Masuda, S, Maxted, N, Mazin, D, Meunier, J-L, Meyer, M, Micanovic, S, Millul, R, Minaya, IA, Mitchell, A,
Mizuno, T, Moderski, R, Mohrmann, L, Montaruli, T, Moralejo, A, Morcuende, D, Morlino, G, Morselli, A, Moulin,
E, Mukherjee, R, Munar, P, Mundell, C, Murach, T, Nagai, A, Nagayoshi, T, Naito, T, Nakamori, T, Nemmen, R,
Niemiec, J, Nieto, D, Rosillo, MN, Nikoajuk, M, Ninci, D, Nishijima, K, Noda, K, Nosek, D, Nöthe, M, Nozaki, S,
Ohishi, M, Ohtani, Y, Okumura, A, Ong, RA, Orienti, M, Orito, R, Ostrowski, M, Otte, N, Ou, Z, Oya, I, Pagliaro,
A, Palatiello, M, Palatka, M, Paoletti, R, Paredes, JM, Pareschi, G, Parmiggiani, N, Parsons, RD, Patricelli, B,
Pe'er, A, Pech, M, Campo, PPD, Pérez-Romero, J, Perri, M, Persic, M, Petrucci, P-O, Petruk, O, Pfrang, K, Piel,
Q, Pietropaolo, E, Pohl, M, Polo, M, Poutanen, J, Prandini, E, Produit, N, Prokoph, H, Prouza, M, Przybilski, H,
Pühlhofer, G, Punch, M, Queiroz, F, Quirrenbach, A, Rainò, S, Rando, R, Razzaque, S, Reimer, O, Renault-
Tinacci, N, Renier, Y, Ribeiro, D, Ribó, M, Rico, J, Rieger, F, Rizi, V, Fernandez, GR, Rodriguez-Ramirez, JC,
Vázquez, JJR, Romano, P, Romeo, G, Roncadelli, M, Rosado, J, Rowell, G, Rudak, B, Rugliancich, A, Rulten,
C, Sadeh, I, Saha, L, Saito, T, Sakurai, S, Greus, FS, Sangiorgi, P, Sano, H, Santander, M, Santangelo, A,
Santos-Lima, R, Sanuy, A, Satalecka, K, Saturni, FG, Sawangwit, U, Schlenstedt, S, Schovanek, P, Schussler,
F, Schwanke, U, Sciacca, E, Scuderi, S, Sedlaczek, K, Seglar-Arroyo, M, Sergijenko, O, Seweryn, K, Shalchi, A,
Shellard, RC, Siejkowski, H, Sillanpää, A, Sinha, A, Sironi, G, Sliusar, V, Slowikowska, A, Sol, H, Specovius, A,
Spencer, S, Spengler, G, Stamerra, A, Stani, S, Stawarz, , Stefanik, S, Stolarczyk, T, Straumann, U, Suomijarvi,
T, wierk, P, Szepieniec, T, Tagliaferri, G, Tajima, H, Tam, T, Tavecchio, F, Taylor, L, Tejedor, LA, Temnikov, P,
Terzic, T, Testa, V, Tibaldo, L, Peixoto, CJT, Tokanai, F, Tomankova, L, Tonev, D, Torres, DF, Tosti, G, Tosti, L,
Tothill, N, Toussenel, F, Tovmassian, G, Travnicek, P, Trichard, C, Umana, G, Vagelli, V, Valentino, M, Vallage,
B, Vallania, P, Valore, L, Vandenbroucke, J, Varner, GS, Vasileiadis, G, Vassiliev, V, Acosta, MV, Vecchi, M,
Vercellone, S, Vergani, S, Vettolani, GP, Viana, A, Vigorito, CF, Vink, J, Vitale, V, Voelk, H, Vollhardt, A,
Vorobiov, S, Wagner, SJ, Walter, R, Werner, F, White, R, Wierzcholska, A, Will, M, Williams, DA, Wischnewski,
R, Yang, L, Yoshida, T, Yoshikoshi, T, Zacharias, M, Zampieri, L, Zavrtanik, M, Zavrtanik, D, Zdziarski, AA,
Zech, A, Zechlin, H, Zenin, A, Zhdanov, VI, Zimmer, S & Zorn, J 2019, 'Monte Carlo studies for the optimisation




Monte Carlo studies for the optimisation of the
Cherenkov Telescope Array layout
A. Acharyyaa, I. Agudob, E.O. Angünerbf, R. Alfaroc, J. Alfarod,
C. Alispache, R. Aloisiof, R. Alves Batistag, J.-P.Amansh, L. Amatii,
E. Amatoj, G. Ambrosik, L.A. Antonellim, C. Aramon, T. Armstrongo,
F. Arquerosp, L. Arrabitoq, K. Asanor, H. Ashkarbb, C. Balazss, M. Balbot,
B. Balmaverdeu, P. Baraig, A. Barbanoe, M. Barkovv, U. Barres de Almeidaw,
J.A. Barriop, D. Bastierix, J. Becerra Gonzálezy, J. Becker Tjusz, L. Bellizzial,
W. Benbowaa, E. Bernardinix,bx, M.I. Bernardosbe, K. Bernlöhrab,∗, A. Bertiac,
M. Bertonu, B. Bertuccik,l, V. Beshleyad, B. Biasuzziae, C. Bigongiarim,
R. Birdaf, E. Bissaldiag, J. Biteauae, O. Blanchah, J. Blazekai, C. Boissonh,
G. Bonannoaj, A. Bonardiak, C. Bonavolontàn, G. Bonnolial, P. Bordasam,
M. Böttcheran, J. Bregeonq, A. Brillao, A.M. Browna, K. Brüggeap, P. Brunq,
P. Brunoaj, A. Bulgarellii, T. Bulikaq, M. Burtonar, A. Burtovoibw,
G. Busettox, R. Cameronas, R. Canestrariu, M. Capalbiat, A. Caproniau,
R. Capuzzo-Dolcettam, P. Caraveoav, S. Caroffbs, R. Carosiaw,
S. Casanovaax,ab, E. Casconeay, F. Cassolbf, F. Catalaniaz, O. Catalanoat,
D. Cauzba, M. Cerrutiam, S. Chatybb, A. Chenbc, M. Chernyakovabd,
G. Chiaroav, M. Cieślaraq, S.M. Colakah, V. Confortii, E. Congiuu,
J.L. Contrerasp, J. Cortinabe, A. Costaaj, H. Costantinibf, G. Cottero,
P. Cristofariao, P. Cumaniah,∗, G. Cusumanoat, A. D’Aìat, F. D’Ammandobg,
L. Dangeonh, P. Da Velaaw, F. Dazzibh, A. De Angelisx, V. De Caprioay, R. de
Cássia dos Anjosbi, F. De Frondath, E.M. de Gouveia Dal Pinog, B. De
Lottoba, D. De Martinoay, M. de Nauroisbj, E. de Oña Wilhelmibk, F. de
Palmaac, V. de Souzabm, M. Del Santoat, C. Delgadobe, D. della Volpee, T. Di
Girolamon, F. Di Pierroac, L. Di Venerebn, C. Díazbe, S. Dieboldbo,
A. Djannati-Ataïbp, A. Dmytriievh, D. Dominis Presterbq, A. Doniniba,
D. Dornerbr, M. Dorox, J.-L. Dournauxh, J. Ebrai, T.R.N. Ekoumee,
D. Elsässerap, G. Emerybs, D. Falceta-Goncalvesbt, E. Fedorovabu, S. Feganbj,
Q. Fengao, G. Ferrandv, E. Fiandrinik,l, A. Fiassondw, M. Filipovicbv,
V. Fiorettii, M. Fioribw, S. Flisbx, M.V. Fonsecap, G. Fontainebj, L. Freixas
Corominabe, S. Fukamir, Y. Fukuiby, S. Funkct, M. Füßlingbh, D. Gaggerobz,ca,
G. Galantiu, R.J. Garcia Lópezy, M. Garczarczykbx, D. Gasconam,
T. Gasparettocb, M. Gaugcc, A. Ghalumyancd, F. Gianottii, G. Giavittobx,
N. Gigliettoag, F. Giordanobn, M. Girolettibg, J. Gironneth, J.-F. Glicensteince,
R. Gnatykbu, P. Goldonibp, J.M. Gonzálezcf, M.M. Gonzálezc,
K.N. Gourgouliatosa, T. Grabarczykcg, J. Granotch, D. Greenci,
T. Greenshawcj, M.-H. Grondinck, O. Guetabx, D. Hadaschr, T. Hassanah,1,∗,
M. Hayashidacl, M. Hellere, O. Hervetcm, J. Hintonab, N. Hiroshimacn,
∗Corresponding author
Email addresses: konrad.bernloehr@mpi-hd.mpg.de (K. Bernlöhr), pcumani@ifae.es
(P. Cumani), tarek.hassan@desy.de (T. Hassan)





















B. Hnatykbu, W. Hofmannab, P. Horvathco, M. Hrabovskyco, D. Hrupeccp,
T.B. Humenskyao, M. Hüttenci, T. Inadar, F. Ioccocq, M. Ionicak, M. Ioricr,
Y. Iwamurar, M. Jamrozycs, P. Janecekai, D. Jankowskyct, P. Jeancu,
L. Jouvinah, J. Jurysekai,co, P. Kaaretcv, L.H.S. Kadowakig, S. Karkarbs,
D. Kerszbergah, B. Khélifibp, D. Kiedaen, S. Kimeswengercw, W. Kluźniakdk,
J. Knappbx, J. Knödlsedercu, Y. Kobayashir, B. Kochd, J. Kocotcg,
N. Kominbc, A. Kongr, G. Kowalbt, M. Krausebx, H. Kubocx, J. Kushidacy,
P. Kushwahag, V. La Parolaat, G. La Rosaat, M. Lallena Arquillobe,
R.G. Langbm, J. Lapingtoncz, O. Le Blanch, J. Lefaucheurbb, M.A. Leigui de
Oliveirada, M. Lemoine-Goumardck, J.-P. Lenainbs, G. Letoaj, R. Licobg,
E. Lindforsdb, T. Lohsedc, S. Lombardim, F. Longocb, A. Lopezy, M. Lópezp,
A. Lopez-Oramasbe, R. López-Cotox, S. Loporchiobn, P.L. Luque-Escamilladd,
E. Lyardt, M.C. Maccaroneat, E. Machax, C. Maggiocc, P. Majumdarde,
G. Malagutii, M. Mallamacix, D. Mandatai, G. Manevadf, M. Manganarobq,
S. Manganobe, M. Marculewiczdg, M. Mariottix, J. Martídd, M. Martínezah,
G. Martínezbe, H. Martínez-Huertabm, S. Masudacx, N. Maxteddh,
D. Mazinr,ci, J.-L. Meunierbs, M. Meyeras, S. Micanovicbq, R. Millulu,
I.A. Minayacj, A. Mitchelldi, T. Mizunodj, R. Moderskidk, L. Mohrmannct,
T. Montarulie, A. Moralejoah, D. Morcuendep, G. Morlinof, A. Morsellidl,
E. Moulince, R. Mukherjeeao, P. Munardm, C. Mundelldn, T. Murachbx,
A. Nagaie, T. Nagayoshido, T. Naitodp, T. Nakamoridq, R. Nemmeng,
J. Niemiecax, D. Nietop, M. Nievas Rosillobx, M. Nikołajukdg, D. Ninciah,
K. Nishijimacy, K. Nodar, D. Nosekdr, M. Nötheap, S. Nozakicx, M. Ohishir,
Y. Ohtanir, A. Okumurads, R.A. Ongaf, M. Orientibg, R. Oritodt,
M. Ostrowskics, N. Ottedu, Z. Ouae, I. Oyabh, A. Pagliaroat, M. Palatiellocb,
M. Palatkaai, R. Paolettial, J.M. Paredesam, G. Pareschiu, N. Parmiggianii,
R.D. Parsonsab, B. Patricellim,aw, A. Pe’erci, M. Pechai, P. Peñil Del Campop,
J. Pérez-Romeroca, M. Perrim, M. Persicba, P.-O. Petruccidv, O. Petrukad,
K. Pfrangbx, Q. Pieldw, E. Pietropaolof, M. Pohldx, M. Polobe, J. Poutanendb,
E. Prandinix, N. Produitt, H. Prokophbx, M. Prouzaai, H. Przybilskiax,
G. Pühlhoferbo, M. Punchbp,dy, F. Queirozab, A. Quirrenbachdz, S. Rainòbn,
R. Randox, S. Razzaqueea, O. Reimercw, N. Renault-Tinaccih, Y. Reniere,
D. Ribeiroao, M. Ribóam, J. Ricoah, F. Riegerab, V. Rizif, G. Rodriguez
Fernandezdl, J.C. Rodriguez-Ramirezg, J.J. Rodríguez Vázquezbe,
P. Romanou, G. Romeoaj, M. Roncadelliba, J. Rosadop, G. Rowelleb,
B. Rudakdk, A. Rugliancichaw, C. Rultena, I. Sadehbx, L. Sahap, T. Saitor,
S. Sakurair, F. Salesa Greusax, P. Sangiorgiat, H. Sanoby, M. Santanderec,
A. Santangelobo, R. Santos-Limag, A. Sanuyam, K. Sataleckabx, F.G. Saturnim,
U. Sawangwited, S. Schlenstedtbx, P. Schovanekai, F. Schusslerce,
U. Schwankedc, E. Sciaccaaj, S. Scuderiaj, K. Sedlaczekap, M. Seglar-Arroyoce,
O. Sergijenkobu, K. Sewerynee, A. Shalchief, R.C. Shellardw, H. Siejkowskicg,
A. Sillanpäädb, A. Sinhabp, G. Sironiu, V. Sliusart, A. Slowikowskaeg, H. Solh,
A. Specoviusct, S. Spencero, G. Spenglerdc, A. Stamerram, S. Staničeh,
Ł. Stawarzcs, S. Stefanikdr, T. Stolarczykbb, U. Straumanndi, T. Suomijarviae,
P. Świerkax, T. Szepienieccg, G. Tagliaferriu, H. Tajimads, T. Tamr,
F. Tavecchiou, L. Taylorei, L.A. Tejedorp, P. Temnikovdf, T. Terzicbq,
2
V. Testam, L. Tibaldocu, C.J. Todero Peixotoaz, F. Tokanaidq, L. Tomankovaz,
D. Tonevdf, D.F. Torresbk, G. Tostiu, L. Tostik,l, N. Tothillbv, F. Toussenelbs,
G. Tovmassianc, P. Travnicekai, C. Trichardbj, G. Umanaaj, V. Vagellik,l,
M. Valentinon, B. Vallagece, P. Vallaniaej,ac, L. Valoren, J. Vandenbrouckeei,
G.S. Varnerek, G. Vasileiadisq, V. Vassilievaf, M. Vázquez Acostay,
M. Vecchibm,em, S. Vercelloneu, S. Verganih, G.P. Vettolanibg, A. Vianabm,
C.F. Vigoritoac, J. Vinkbz, V. Vitalek, H. Voelkab, A. Vollhardtdi,
S. Vorobioveh, S.J. Wagnerdz, R. Waltert, F. Wernerab, R. Whiteab,
A. Wierzcholskaax, M. Willci, D.A. Williamscm, R. Wischnewskibx, L. Yangeh,
T. Yoshidael, T. Yoshikoshir, M. Zachariasz, L. Zampieribw, M. Zavrtanikeh,
D. Zavrtanikeh, A.A. Zdziarskidk, A. Zechh, H. Zechlinac, A. Zeninds,
V.I. Zhdanovbu, S. Zimmercw, J. Zornab
aDept. of Physics and Centre for Advanced Instrumentation, Durham University, South
Road, Durham DH1 3LE, United Kingdom
bInstituto de Astrofísica de Andalucía-CSIC, Glorieta de la Astronomía s/n, E-18008,
Granada, Spain
cUniversidad Nacional Autónoma de México, Delegación Coyoacán, 04510 Ciudad de
México, Mexico
dPontificia Universidad Católica de Chile, Avda. Libertador Bernardo O’ Higgins No 340,
borough and city of Santiago, Chile
eUniversity of Geneva - Département de physique nucléaire et corpusculaire, 24 rue du
Général-Dufour, 1211 Genève 4, Switzerland
fINFN Dipartimento di Scienze Fisiche e Chimiche - Università degli Studi dell’Aquila and
Gran Sasso Science Institute, Via Vetoio 1, Viale Crispi 7, 67100 L’Aquila, Italy
gInstituto de Astronomia, Geofísica, e Ciências Atmosféricas - Universidade de São Paulo,
Cidade Universitária, R. do Matão, 1226, CEP 05508-090, São Paulo, SP, Brazil
hLUTH and GEPI, Observatoire de Paris, CNRS, PSL Research University, 5 place Jules
Janssen, 92190, Meudon, France
iINAF - Osservatorio di astrofisica e scienza dello spazio di Bologna, Via Piero Gobetti
101, 40129 Bologna, Italy
jINAF - Osservatorio Astrofisico di Arcetri, Largo E. Fermi, 5 - 50125 Firenze, Italy
kINFN Sezione di Perugia, Via A. Pascoli, 06123 Perugia, Italy
lUniversità degli Studi di Perugia, Via A. Pascoli, 06123 Perugia, Italy
mINAF - Osservatorio Astronomico di Roma, Via di Frascati 33, 00040, Monteporzio
Catone, Italy
nINFN Sezione di Napoli, Via Cintia, ed. G, 80126 Napoli, Italy
oUniversity of Oxford, Department of Physics, Denys Wilkinson Building, Keble Road,
Oxford OX1 3RH, United Kingdom
pEMFTEL department and IPARCOS, Universidad Complutense de Madrid, E-28040
Madrid, Spain
qLaboratoire Univers et Particules de Montpellier, Université de Montpellier,
CNRS/IN2P3, CC 72, Place Eugène Bataillon, F-34095 Montpellier Cedex 5, France
rInstitute for Cosmic Ray Research, University of Tokyo, 5-1-5, Kashiwa-no-ha, Kashiwa,
Chiba 277-8582, Japan
sSchool of Physics and Astronomy, Monash University, Melbourne, Victoria 3800, Australia
tISDC Data Centre for Astrophysics, Observatory of Geneva, University of Geneva,
Chemin d’Ecogia 16, CH-1290 Versoix, Switzerland
uINAF - Osservatorio Astronomico di Brera, Via Brera 28, 20121 Milano, Italy
vRIKEN, Institute of Physical and Chemical Research, 2-1 Hirosawa, Wako, Saitama,
351-0198, Japan
wCentro Brasileiro de Pesquisas Físicas, Rua Xavier Sigaud 150, RJ 22290-180, Rio de
Janeiro, Brazil
3
xINFN Sezione di Padova and Università degli Studi di Padova, Via Marzolo 8, 35131
Padova, Italy
yInstituto de Astrofísica de Canarias and Departamento de Astrofísica, Universidad de La
Laguna, La Laguna, Tenerife, Spain
zInstitut für Theoretische Physik, Lehrstuhl IV: Weltraum- und Astrophysik,
Ruhr-Universität Bochum, Universitätsstraße 150, 44801 Bochum, Germany
aaHarvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics, 60 Garden St, Cambridge, MA 02180,
USA
abMax-Planck-Institut für Kernphysik, Saupfercheckweg 1, 69117 Heidelberg, Germany
acINFN Sezione di Torino, Via P. Giuria 1, 10125 Torino, Italy
adPidstryhach Institute for Applied Problems in Mechanics and Mathematics NASU, 3B
Naukova Street, Lviv, 79060, Ukraine
aeInstitut de Physique Nucléaire, IN2P3/CNRS, Université Paris-Sud, Université
Paris-Saclay, 15 rue Georges Clemenceau, 91406 Orsay, Cedex, France
afDepartment of Physics and Astronomy, University of California, Los Angeles, CA 90095,
USA
agINFN Sezione di Bari and Politecnico di Bari, via Orabona 4, 70124 Bari, Italy
ahInstitut de Fisica d’Altes Energies (IFAE), The Barcelona Institute of Science and
Technology, Campus UAB, 08193 Bellaterra (Barcelona), Spain
aiInstitute of Physics of the Czech Academy of Sciences, Na Slovance 1999/2, 182 21 Praha
8, Czech Republic
ajINAF - Osservatorio Astrofisico di Catania, Via S. Sofia, 78, 95123 Catania, Italy
akRadboud University Nijmegen, P.O. Box 9010, 6500 GL Nijmegen, The Netherlands
alINFN and Università degli Studi di Siena, Dipartimento di Scienze Fisiche, della Terra e
dell’Ambiente (DSFTA), Sezione di Fisica, Via Roma 56, 53100 Siena, Italy
amDepartament de Física Quàntica i Astrofísica, Institut de Ciències del Cosmos,
Universitat de Barcelona, IEEC-UB, Martí i Franquès, 1, 08028, Barcelona, Spain
anCentre for Space Research, North-West University, Potchefstroom Campus, 2531, South
Africa
aoDepartment of Physics, Columbia University, 538 West 120th Street, New York, NY
10027, USA
apDepartment of Physics, TU Dortmund University, Otto-Hahn-Str. 4, 44221 Dortmund,
Germany
aqAstronomical Observatory, Department of Physics, University of Warsaw, Aleje
Ujazdowskie 4, 00478 Warsaw, Poland
arArmagh Observatory and Planetarium, College Hill, Armagh BT61 9DG, United Kingdom
asKavli Institute for Particle Astrophysics and Cosmology, Department of Physics and
SLAC National Accelerator Laboratory, Stanford University, 2575 Sand Hill Road, Menlo
Park, CA 94025, USA
atINAF - Istituto di Astrofisica Spaziale e Fisica Cosmica di Palermo, Via U. La Malfa
153, 90146 Palermo, Italy
auUniversidade Cruzeiro do Sul, Núcleo de Astrofísica Teórica (NAT/UCS), Rua Galvão
Bueno 8687, Bloco B, sala 16, Libertade 01506-000 - São Paulo, Brazil
avINAF - Istituto di Astrofisica Spaziale e Fisica Cosmica di Milano, Via Bassini 15, 20133
Milano, Italy
awINFN Sezione di Pisa, Largo Pontecorvo 3, 56217 Pisa, Italy
axThe Henryk Niewodniczański Institute of Nuclear Physics, Polish Academy of Sciences,
ul. Radzikowskiego 152, 31-342 Cracow, Poland
ayINAF - Osservatorio Astronomico di Capodimonte, Via Salita Moiariello 16, 80131
Napoli, Italy
azEscola de Engenharia de Lorena, Universidade de São Paulo, Área I - Estrada Municipal
do Campinho, s/n◦, CEP 12602-810, Brazil
baINFN Sezione di Trieste and Università degli Studi di Udine, Via delle Scienze 208,
33100 Udine, Italy
bbAIM, CEA, CNRS, Université Paris Diderot, Sorbonne Paris Cité, Université
Paris-Saclay, F-91191 Gif-sur-Yvette, France
4
bcUniversity of the Witwatersrand, 1 Jan Smuts Avenue, Braamfontein, 2000
Johannesburg, South Africa
bdCentre for Astrophysics & Relativity, School of Physical Sciences, Dublin City University,
Glasnevin, Dublin 9, Ireland
beCIEMAT, Avda. Complutense 40, 28040 Madrid, Spain
bfAix Marseille Univ, CNRS/IN2P3, CPPM, Marseille, France, 163 Avenue de Luminy,
13288 Marseille cedex 09, France
bgINAF - Istituto di Radioastronomia, Via Gobetti 101, 40129 Bologna, Italy
bhCherenkov Telescope Array Observatory, Saupfercheckweg 1, 69117 Heidelberg, Germany
biUniversidade Federal Do Paraná - Setor Palotina, Departamento de Engenharias e
Exatas, Rua Pioneiro, 2153, Jardim Dallas, CEP: 85950-000 Palotina, Paraná, Brazil
bjLaboratoire Leprince-Ringuet, École Polytechnique (UMR 7638, CNRS/IN2P3, Université
Paris-Saclay), 91128 Palaiseau, France
bkInstitute of Space Sciences (ICE, CSIC), Campus UAB, Carrer de Magrans s/n, 08193
Barcelona, Spain; Institut d’Estudis Espacials de Catalunya (IEEC), 08034 Barcelona,
Spain; and Institució Catalana de Recerca i Estudis Avançats (ICREA) Barcelona, Spain
blINFN Sezione di Bari, via Orabona 4, 70126 Bari, Italy
bmInstituto de Física de São Carlos, Universidade de São Paulo, Av. Trabalhador
São-carlense, 400 - CEP 13566-590, São Carlos, SP, Brazil
bnINFN Sezione di Bari and Università degli Studi di Bari, via Orabona 4, 70124 Bari,
Italy
boInstitut für Astronomie und Astrophysik, Universität Tübingen, Sand 1, 72076 Tübingen,
Germany
bpAPC, Univ Paris Diderot, CNRS/IN2P3, CEA/lrfu, Obs de Paris, Sorbonne Paris Cité,
France, 10, rue Alice Domon et Léonie Duquet, 75205 Paris Cedex 13, France
bqUniversity of Rijeka, Department of Physics, Radmile Matejcic 2, 51000 Rijeka, Croatia
brInstitute for Theoretical Physics and Astrophysics, Universität Würzburg, Campus
Hubland Nord, Emil-Fischer-Str. 31, 97074 Würzburg, Germany
bsSorbonne Université, Univ Paris Diderot, Sorbonne Paris Cité, CNRS/IN2P3,
Laboratoire de Physique Nucléaire et de Hautes Energies, LPNHE, 4 Place Jussieu,
F-75005 Paris, France
btEscola de Artes, Ciências e Humanidades, Universidade de São Paulo, Rua Arlindo
Bettio, 1000 São Paulo, CEP 03828-000, Brazil
buAstronomical Observatory of Taras Shevchenko National University of Kyiv, 3
Observatorna Street, Kyiv, 04053, Ukraine
bvWestern Sydney University, Locked Bag 1797, Penrith, NSW 2751, Australia
bwINAF - Osservatorio Astronomico di Padova, Vicolo dell’Osservatorio 5, 35122 Padova,
Italy
bxDeutsches Elektronen-Synchrotron, Platanenallee 6, 15738 Zeuthen, Germany
byDepartment of Physics, Nagoya University, Chikusa-ku, Nagoya, 464-8602, Japan
bzGRAPPA, University of Amsterdam, Science Park 904 1098 XH Amsterdam, The
Netherlands
caInstituto de Física Teórica UAM/CSIC and Departamento de Física Teórica, Campus
Cantoblanco, Universidad Autónoma de Madrid, c/ Nicolás Cabrera 13-15, Campus de
Cantoblanco UAM, 28049 Madrid, Spain
cbINFN Sezione di Trieste and Università degli Studi di Trieste, Via Valerio 2 I, 34127
Trieste, Italy
ccUnitat de Física de les Radiacions, Departament de Física, and CERES-IEEC,
Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona, E-08193 Bellaterra, Spain, Edifici C3, Campus UAB,
08193 Bellaterra, Spain
cdAlikhanyan National Science Laboratory, Yerevan Physics Institute, 2 Alikhanyan
Brothers St., 0036, Yerevan, Armenia
ceIRFU, CEA, Université Paris-Saclay, F-91191 Gif-sur-Yvette, France
cfUniversidad Andrés Bello UNAB, República N◦ 252, Santiago, Región Metropolitana,
Chile
cgAcademic Computer Centre CYFRONET AGH, ul. Nawojki 11, 30-950 Cracow, Poland
5
chDepartment of Natural Sciences, The Open University of Israel, 1 University Road, POB
808, Raanana 43537, Israel
ciMax-Planck-Institut für Physik, Föhringer Ring 6, 80805 München, Germany
cjUniversity of Liverpool, Oliver Lodge Laboratory, Liverpool L69 7ZE, United Kingdom
ckUniv. Bordeaux, CNRS, IN2P3, CENBG, UMR 5797, F-33175 Gradignan., 19 Chemin
du Solarium, CS 10120, F-33175 Gradignan Cedex, France
clDepartment of Physics, Konan University, Kobe, Hyogo, 658-8501, Japan
cmSanta Cruz Institute for Particle Physics and Department of Physics, University of
California, Santa Cruz, 1156 High Street, Santa Cruz, CA 95064, USA
cnInstitute of Particle and Nuclear Studies, KEK (High Energy Accelerator Research
Organization), 1-1 Oho, Tsukuba, 305-0801, Japan
coPalacky University Olomouc, Faculty of Science, RCPTM, 17. listopadu 1192/12, 771 46
Olomouc, Czech Republic
cpJosip Juraj Strossmayer University of Osijek, Trg Svetog Trojstva 3, 31000 Osijek,
Croatia
cqICTP-South American Institute for Fundamental Research - Instítuto de Física Teórica
da UNESP, Rua Dr. Bento Teobaldo Ferraz 271, 01140-070 São Paulo, Brazil
crINFN Sezione di Roma, Piazza Aldo Moro 5 I, 00185 Roma, Italy
csFaculty of Physics, Astronomy and Applied Computer Science, Jagiellonian University,
ul. prof. Stanisława Łojasiewicza 11, 30-348 Kraków, Poland
ctUniversität Erlangen-Nürnberg, Physikalisches Institut, Erwin-Rommel-Str. 1, 91058
Erlangen, Germany
cuInstitut de Recherche en Astrophysique et Planétologie, CNRS-INSU, Université Paul
Sabatier, 9 avenue Colonel Roche, BP 44346, 31028 Toulouse Cedex 4, France
cvUniversity of Iowa, Department of Physics and Astronomy, Van Allen Hall, Iowa City,
IA 52242, USA
cwInstitut für Astro- und Teilchenphysik, Leopold-Franzens-Universität, Technikerstr. 25/8,
6020 Innsbruck, Austria
cxDivision of Physics and Astronomy, Graduate School of Science, Kyoto University,
Sakyo-ku, Kyoto, 606-8502, Japan
cyDepartment of Physics, Tokai University, 4-1-1, Kita-Kaname, Hiratsuka, Kanagawa
259-1292, Japan
czDept. of Physics and Astronomy, University of Leicester, Leicester, LE1 7RH, United
Kingdom
daCentro de Ciências Naturais e Humanas - Universidade Federal do ABC, Rua Santa
Adélia, 166. Bairro Bangu. Santo André - SP - Brasil . CEP 09.210-170, Brazil
dbTuorla Observatory, Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Turku,
FI-21500 Piikkiő, Finland
dcDepartment of Physics, Humboldt University Berlin, Newtonstr. 15, 12489 Berlin,
Germany
ddEscuela Politécnica Superior de Jaén, Universidad de Jaén, Campus Las Lagunillas s/n,
Edif. A3, 23071 Jaén, Spain
deSaha Institute of Nuclear Physics, Bidhannagar, Kolkata-700 064, India
dfInstitute for Nuclear Research and Nuclear Energy, Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, 72
boul. Tsarigradsko chaussee, 1784 Sofia, Bulgaria
dgUniversity of Białystok, Faculty of Physics, ul. K. Ciołkowskiego 1L, 15-254 Białystok,
Poland
dhSchool of Physics, University of New South Wales, Sydney NSW 2052, Australia
diPhysik-Institut, Universität Zürich, Winterthurerstrasse 190, 8057 Zürich, Switzerland
djHiroshima Astrophysical Science Center, Hiroshima University, Higashi-Hiroshima,
Hiroshima 739-8526, Japan
dkNicolaus Copernicus Astronomical Center, Polish Academy of Sciences, ul. Bartycka 18,
00-716 Warsaw, Poland
dlINFN Sezione di Roma Tor Vergata, Via della Ricerca Scientifica 1, 00133 Rome, Italy
dmINAF - Istituto di Astrofisica e Planetologia Spaziali (IAPS), Via del Fosso del Cavaliere
100, 00133 Roma, Italy
6
dnDepartment of Physics, University of Bath, Claverton Down, Bath BA2 7AY, United
Kingdom
doGraduate School of Science and Engineering, Saitama University, 255 Simo-Ohkubo,
Sakura-ku, Saitama city, Saitama 338-8570, Japan
dpFaculty of Management Information, Yamanashi-Gakuin University, Kofu, Yamanashi
400-8575, Japan
dqDepartment of Physics, Yamagata University, Yamagata, Yamagata 990-8560, Japan
drCharles University, Institute of Particle & Nuclear Physics, V Holešovičkách 2, 180 00
Prague 8, Czech Republic
dsInstitute for Space-Earth Environmental Research, Nagoya University, Chikusa-ku,
Nagoya 464-8601, Japan
dtGraduate School of Technology, Industrial and Social Sciences, Tokushima University,
Tokushima 770-8506, Japan
duSchool of Physics & Center for Relativistic Astrophysics, Georgia Institute of Technology,
837 State Street, Atlanta, Georgia, 30332-0430, USA
dvUniversité Grenoble Alpes, CNRS, Institut de Planétologie et d’Astrophysique de
Grenoble, 414 rue de la Piscine, Domaine Universitaire, 38041 Grenoble Cedex 9, France
dwLAPP, Univ. Grenoble Alpes, Univ. Savoie Mont Blanc, CNRS-IN2P3, 74000 Annecy,
France, 9 Chemin de Bellevue - BP 110, 74941 Annecy Cedex, France
dxInstitut für Physik & Astronomie, Universität Potsdam, Karl-Liebknecht-Strasse 24/25,
14476 Potsdam, Germany
dyDepartment of Physics and Electrical Engineering, Linnaeus University, 351 95 Växjö,
Sweden
dzLandessternwarte, Universität Heidelberg, Königstuhl, 69117 Heidelberg, Germany
eaUniversity of Johannesburg, Department of Physics, University Road, PO Box 524,
Auckland Park 2006, South Africa
ebSchool of Physical Sciences, University of Adelaide, Adelaide SA 5005, Australia
ecUniversity of Alabama, Tuscaloosa, Department of Physics and Astronomy, Gallalee Hall,
Box 870324 Tuscaloosa, AL 35487-0324, USA
edNational Astronomical Research Institute of Thailand, 191 Huay Kaew Rd., Suthep,
Muang, Chiang Mai, 50200, Thailand
eeSpace Research Centre, Polish Academy of Sciences, ul. Bartycka 18A, 00-716 Warsaw,
Poland
efThe University of Manitoba, Dept of Physics and Astronomy, Winnipeg, Manitoba R3T
2N2, Canada
egToruń Centre for Astronomy, Nicolaus Copernicus University, ul. Grudziądzka 5, 87-100
Toruń, Poland
ehCenter for Astrophysics and Cosmology, University of Nova Gorica, Vipavska 11c, 5270
Ajdovščina, Slovenia
eiUniversity of Wisconsin, Madison, 500 Lincoln Drive, Madison, WI, 53706, USA
ejINAF - Osservatorio Astrofisico di Torino, Via Osservatorio 20, 10025 Pino Torinese
(TO), Italy
ekUniversity of Hawai’i at Manoa, 2500 Campus Rd, Honolulu, HI, 96822, USA
elFaculty of Science, Ibaraki University, Mito, Ibaraki, 310-8512, Japan
emUniversity of Groningen, KVI - Center for Advanced Radiation Technology,Zernikelaan
25, 9747 AA Groningen,The Netherlands
enDepartment of Physics and Astronomy, University of Utah,Salt Lake City, UT
84112-0830, USA
Abstract
The Cherenkov Telescope Array (CTA) is the major next-generation observa-
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tory for ground-based very-high-energy gamma-ray astronomy. It will improve
the sensitivity of current ground-based instruments by a factor of five to twenty,
depending on the energy, greatly improving both their angular and energy reso-
lutions over four decades in energy (from 20 GeV to 300 TeV). This achievement
will be possible by using tens of imaging Cherenkov telescopes of three succes-
sive sizes. They will be arranged into two arrays, one per hemisphere, located
on the La Palma island (Spain) and in Paranal (Chile). We present here the
optimised and final telescope arrays for both CTA sites, as well as their foreseen
performance, resulting from the analysis of three different large-scale Monte
Carlo productions.
Keywords:




Cosmic rays and very-high-energy (VHE, few tens of GeV and above) gamma
rays reaching Earth’s atmosphere produce cascades of subatomic particles called
air showers. Ultrarelativistic charged particles generated within these showers
produce photons through the Cherenkov effect. Most of this light is emitted at
altitudes ranging between 5 to 15 km, and it propagates down to ground level as
a quasi-planar, thin disk of Cherenkov photons orthogonal to the shower axis.
Imaging atmospheric Cherenkov telescopes (IACTs) are designed to capture
images of these very brief optical flashes, generally lasting just a few ns. By
placing arrays of IACTs within the projected light pool of these showers and
analysing the simultaneous images taken by these telescopes, it is possible to
identify the nature of the primary particle and reconstruct its original energy
and incoming direction.
Building on the experience gained through the operation of the current
IACTs (H.E.S.S.1, MAGIC2, and VERITAS3), the next generation of ground-
based very-high-energy gamma-ray telescope is currently under construction.
The Cherenkov Telescope Array (CTA)4 [1, 2] will detect gamma rays in the
energy range from 20 GeV to 300 TeV with unprecedented angular and energy
resolutions for ground-based facilities, outperforming the sensitivity of present-
day instruments by more than an order of magnitude in the multi-TeV range
[3]. This improvement will be possible by using larger arrays of telescopes. As
a cost-effective solution to improve performance over four decades of energy,
telescopes will be built in three different sizes: Large-Sized Telescopes (LSTs)
[4], Medium-Sized Telescopes (MSTs) [5, 6] and Small-Sized Telescopes (SSTs)
[7]. To provide full-sky coverage, IACT arrays will be installed in two sites,







Each telescope class will primarily cover a specific energy range: LSTs, with
a ∼ 370 m2 reflecting dish and a camera with a field of view (FoV) of ∼ 4.3◦,
will allow the reconstruction of the faint low-energy showers (below 100 GeV),
not detectable by smaller telescopes. In this energy range the rejection of the
cosmic-ray background is limited by the modest number of particles created
in the air showers. Due to the relatively high flux of low-energy gamma rays
and the large associated construction costs, few LSTs will be built at each site.
They have been designed for high-speed slewing allowing short repositioning
times to catch fast transient phenomena on time scales of minutes to days, such
as gamma-ray bursts [8].
MSTs, with a larger FoV of ∼ 7.6◦, will populate the inner part of the
array, increasing the number of telescopes simultaneously observing each shower,
enhancing the angular and energy resolutions within the CTA core energy range
(between 100 GeV and 10 TeV). Two different MST designs have been proposed:
the Davies-Cotton MST (DC-MST) and the Schwarzschild-Couder MST (SC-
MST) [5, 6]. The DC-MST is a 12m-diameter single-mirror IACT built with
modified Davies-Cotton optics and a mirror area of ∼ 88 m2. Two different
cameras have been prototyped for this telescope: NectarCam and FlashCam
[9, 10]. The SC-MST features a two-mirror optical design with a 9.7 m diameter
primary mirror and an area of ∼ 41m2. The dual-mirror setup corrects spherical
and comatic aberrations, allowing a finer shower image pixelisation, enhancing
angular resolution and off-axis performance.
Above a few TeV, Cherenkov light from electromagnetic showers becomes
significantly brighter, not requiring such large reflecting surfaces for their de-
tection. At the same time, the gamma-ray flux decreases with energy, so in
order to detect a sufficient number of these high-energy events, a large ground
surface needs to be covered. SSTs, with a mirror area of ∼ 8 m2 and a FoV of
> 8◦, have been designed with this purpose. A large number of SSTs will pop-
ulate the outer part of the array covering a total surface area of up to 4.5 km2.
Three variants of SSTs have been proposed: two designs of SC-SSTs, the ASTRI
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and the GCT, both with primary mirror diameters of 4 m, and a DC-SST, the
SST-1M, with a single 4 m diameter mirror [7].
The northern and southern observatories will make the full VHE gamma-ray
sky accessible to CTA. As a cost-effective solution to maximise scientific output,
each site will have different telescope layouts. The CTA southern site will be
larger to take advantage of its privileged location for observation of the Galactic
Center and most of the inner half of the Galactic Plane, regions with a high
density of sources with spectra extending beyond 10 TeV. Its baseline design
foresees 4 LSTs, 25 MSTs and 70 SSTs. The northern site will be more focused
on the study of extragalactic objects and will be composed of 4 LSTs and 15
MSTs. No SSTs are planned to be placed in the northern hemisphere.
Detailed Monte Carlo (MC) simulations are required to estimate the perfor-
mance of an IACT array [11, 12, 13], which is evaluated by quantities like the
minimum detectable flux, sensitive FoV or its angular and energy resolutions.
All these estimators are strongly dependent on a set of parameters related to
both the telescope design and the array layout (i.e. the arrangement of tele-
scope positions on ground). Other scenarios (e.g. standalone operations of
sub-arrays composed of only LSTs, MSTs or SSTs, or short downtime periods of
some telescope) need to be also taken into consideration during the layout op-
timisation phase to ensure that the CTA performance is not critically affected.
The objective of this work is to optimise the telescope layout of a given number
of telescopes, maximising performance, while complying with all CTA require-
ments. These requirements were derived as a cost-effective solution to obtain
excellent performance over a wide range of very different physics cases [8], to
ensure the scientific impact of the future observatory.
1.1. Array layout considerations
Optimal array layouts are mainly characterised by the configuration of each
telescope type and by the number and arrangement of these telescopes. Each
telescope type configuration is mainly described by its light collection power,
dominated by mirror area, photo sensor efficiency, and camera FoV and pix-
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elation, with optics chosen so that the optical point spread function matches
the pixel size. A generic telescope cost model was used with mirror area, FoV
and pixel size as primary parameters, so that all proposed array layouts that
were compared during these optimisation studies could be considered of approx-
imately equal cost.
As a first step, semi-analytical performance estimations were carried out us-
ing parameterisations for the responses of each telescope type. These studies
allowed us to perform quick estimates of gamma-ray and cosmic-ray detection
rates for a wide variety of telescope configurations and arrangements. Simula-
tions of regular square grids of telescopes were performed to quantify the impact
of parameters such as mirror area, FoV, pixel size or telescope spacing.
To validate and fine tune the optimal telescope configurations calculated
with these simplified approaches, a series of large-scale MC simulations were
performed sequentially, described in more detail in Section 2.
Telescopes are arranged in concentric arrays of different telescope sizes, or-
dered in light collection power, from a compact low-energy array at the centre
to an extended high-energy array, providing an effective area that increases with
energy. The light pool size of air showers increases with energy, from a radius
of about 120 m for ∼ 30 GeV showers to more than 1000 m for multi-TeV show-
ers. In the sub-TeV to TeV domain, telescope spacing of about 100 m to 150
m optimises sensitivity, providing an equilibrium between having more images
per air shower and a reasonable collection area. For TeV energies and above,
larger distances are preferred to improve the collection area, given that, at these
energies, the cosmic-ray background can be rejected almost completely and the
achievable sensitivity is photon-rate limited.
The baseline design number of telescopes (4 LSTs, 25 MSTs and 70 SSTs for
CTA-South and 4 LSTs and 15 MSTs for CTA-North) was fixed after a combined
effort involving the production of large-scale MC simulations, evaluation of the
performance of very different array layouts [12], and study of the effect of this
diverse set of layouts over a large variety of key scientific cases [14, 15, 16, 17,
18, 19].
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This study presents the final baseline arrays for both the CTA northern
and southern sites. MC large-scale productions, described in section 2, were
used to estimate the performance of a very large variety of layouts. The main
considerations taken into account in the performance evaluation are outlined in
section 3, while the final baseline arrays and their performances are presented
in sections 4 and 5 for the southern and northern site, respectively.
2. CTA Monte Carlo production and analysis
Given the unprecedented scale of the CTA project, a constant effort has
been devoted over the past five years to define and optimise the telescope lay-
outs. Three large-scale MC productions were conducted and analysed with this
purpose [13, 20, 21]. In addition to the layout optimisation, these productions
have been used to:
• estimate the expected CTA performance [3, 12],
• guide the design of the different telescope types and compare their capa-
bilities [22, 23, 24],
• provide input to the site selection process by evaluating the effect of the
characteristics of each site on the array performance. Among the con-
sidered site attributes there were altitude, geomagnetic field, night-sky
background level and aerosol optical depth [25, 26, 27].
As described in [12, 25, 20], each large-scale MC production requires the def-
inition of a large telescope layout, called the master layout. Each master layout
comprises hundreds of telescopes distributed over an area of about 6 km2 and
are designed to contain numerous possible CTA layouts of equivalent cost. To
identify the optimal arrangement, these plausible layouts are extracted, anal-
ysed and their performances are compared with respect to each other. For
each MC production, telescope models were sequentially improved, becoming
more realistic in each iteration thanks to the increasing input coming from the
prototype telescopes. Air showers initiated by gamma rays, cosmic-ray nuclei
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and electrons are simulated using the CORSIKA package [28]. The telescope re-
sponse is simulated using sim_telarray [11], used by the HEGRA and H.E.S.S.
experiments.
The simulated products generated by these large-scale productions resem-
ble the data that will be supplied by the future CTA hardware and software.
The performance of each telescope layout is estimated by analysing these data
products using reconstruction methods [29, 30], developed for the current gen-
eration of IACTs, and adapted for analysis of the CTA arrays, briefly described
in section 2.2.
The first large-scale production (prod1) covered a wide range of different
layouts [12], from very compact ones, focused on low energies, to very extended
ones, focused on multi-TeV energies. The evaluation of these layouts, studying
their impact on a range of science cases [14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19], resulted in a
clear preference for intermediate layouts with a balanced performance over a
wide energy range.
The second large-scale production (prod2) refined the layout optimisation
studies [20] while putting an additional emphasis on assessing the effect of site-
related parameters over performance at the proposed sites to host the CTA
Observatory [26]. Results from this production concluded that all proposed
sites were excellent candidates to host CTA, but that sites at moderate altitudes
(∼ 2000 m) give the best overall performances [25]. Given the wide scope of this
production, the layout optimisation performed [20] is estimated to be ∼ 10%
away from the optimum performance, mainly due to the limited number of
simulated telescope positions for a given site.
The third large-scale production (prod3) was carried out for the primary
CTA site candidates, Paranal (Chile) and La Palma (Spain). Telescope design
configurations were updated and a significantly larger and more realistic set of
available telescope positions were included (see Fig. 1). The aim of this pro-
duction was to refine the optimisation, defining the final telescope layout for
both CTA arrays by reducing the optimisation uncertainty to the few percent
level, while preserving the goal of a balanced intermediate layout fulfilling all
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CTA performance requirements. To validate the baseline arrays inferred from
this work (see section 4), this production was extended using identical tele-
scope models. Telescope locations were further refined by considering a total of
210 positions for Paranal. All results presented in this paper, unless otherwise
stated, refer to this third large-scale production.
The optimisation of the CTA arrays required a significant computational
effort: the third large-scale production for the Paranal site alone required ≈ 120
million HEP-SPEC06 CPU hours5 and ≈ 1.4 PB of disk storage. Most of these
simulations were carried out on the CTA computing grid, using the European
Grid Infrastructure and utilising the DIRAC framework as interware [31, 32],
as well as on the computer clusters of the Max-Planck-Institut für Kernphysik.
The subsequent analysis was carried out using the DIRAC framework, as well
as the computing clusters at the Deutsches Elektronen-Synchrotron and at the
Port d’Informació Científica.
2.1. Simulated telescope layouts
Layouts with a more compact and denser distribution of telescopes improve
the direction and energy reconstruction of showers (the limiting factor for the
low/mid-energy range of CTA, between 20 GeV and 5 TeV), while larger and
sparser layouts improve the collection area and event statistics (the limiting
factor for the highest energies), see also discussion in [12]. To find the most
efficient inter-telescope distance for CTA, each layout candidate is modified by
applying several radially-symmetric scaling factors (see Fig. 2). On top of that,
in order to maintain the radial symmetry of the array in the shower projection
for typical observation directions near source culmination, the southern array
layouts were stretched by a factor of 1.06 in the north-south direction and
compressed by a factor 1/1.06 in the east-west direction. The assumption of
an average culmination zenith angle of z ∼ 27◦ ≈ arccos (1/1.062), is based on
5The HEP-wide benchmark for measuring CPU performance. See specifications in
http://w3.hepix.org/benchmarks.
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Figure 1: Simulated telescope positions within the third large-scale MC production (see section
2 for details). Top: La Palma telescope positions including all radially-scaled MST layouts.
The available positions are restricted by the site topography, buildings and roads. Bottom:
Paranal telescope positions before applying any radially-symmetric transformation (scaling
number 1). LST positions are indicated by red circles, MSTs by green triangles, and SSTs by
blue squares.
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Figure 2: Top-left : Radially-symmetric distortion factors for the five different scalings applied
to the CTA-South layouts, as a function of the radial distance to the centre of the array
before the applied transformation. Top-right to bottom-right : an example of the five resulting
scaled layouts for one of the Paranal site candidates (“S1”). LST positions are indicated by
red circles, MSTs by green triangles, and SSTs by blue squares. Taken from [21].
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long-term observation statistics from H.E.S.S., MAGIC, and VERITAS.
The simulated telescope positions are shown in Figure 1. In the case of La
Palma, for which a combination of all scaled layouts is shown, these positions
were constrained by site topography, as well as by existing buildings and roads.
For Paranal, the layout was based on a hexagonal grid6 with some additional
positions. Five sets of radially-symmetric transformations were applied to the
master telescope layout shown at the bottom of Fig. 1, as detailed in [21].
Changing the scaling, each telescope is moved radially so that its new position
(x, y) satisfies
√
x2 + y2 = r ·D(r), where r is the distance to the centre of the
array before the applied transformation and D(r) is the distortion factor, shown
in Fig. 2 (top-left). These transformations change the inter-telescope distance
from close to optimal for the low/mid energies to increasingly larger separations
for the higher energies. As an example, the five resulting scaled arrays for
one CTA-South layout are shown in Fig. 2. By studying the performance of
each simulated scaling, we attempt to find the optimal layout that balances
reconstruction quality and event quantity. At the energy range where the LSTs
dominate (below ∼ 100 GeV), the influence of the other telescope types is small,
therefore LST spacing optimisation is studied independently and their positions
are constant among the five different scalings for both sites.
The layout naming convention used throughout the text is the following:
All layout names start with either the letter “S”, for CTA-South candidates,
or “N”, for CTA-North candidates, followed by a number indicating the array
variant. When referring to the different scalings of each candidate, an additional
number is added after the layout name, e.g. “S2-3” indicates the scaling 3
of the layout “S2”. This scheme has two exceptions: the layout “SI-Nscaling”,
with an alternative MST distribution shown in Fig. 9, and layouts “S7” and
“S8”, products of the merging between different scalings, shown in Fig. 12 and
6As discussed in [33], a square grid is preferred to enhance two telescope events while a
hexagonal layout favours the simultaneous detection of showers by three or more telescopes,
the latter being more suitable for CTA.
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discussed in section 4. The telescope number and positions of the CTA-South
array candidates are shown in Fig. 3.
The total number of simulated unique telescope positions adds up to 892 for
the southern site and 99 for the northern site. At the time the layouts were
defined, different alternative designs for the medium and small size telescopes
were under consideration and the number of telescopes of each design was not yet
fixed. To ensure that the layout resulting from the optimisation does not depend
on a certain telescope model, all prototype designs and cameras were simulated,
resulting in a total of 3092 simulated telescopes. This way, the performance of
each proposed baseline array can be studied for all the different combinations
of MST/SST models.
2.2. Analysis and evaluation criteria
In order to perform the telescope layout optimisation, parameters describing
the performance of a given layout need to be defined and maximised. As in [25],
the primary criteria used in this work to evaluate performance is the differential
sensitivity, i.e. the minimum detectable flux from a steady source over a narrow
energy range and a fixed observation time. This parameter depends on the col-
lection area, angular resolution and rate of background events, mostly composed
by cosmic-ray hadrons and electrons that survive the gamma-ray selection crite-
ria (cuts). The differential sensitivity is calculated by optimising in each energy
bin the cuts on the shower arrival direction, background rejection efficiency and
minimum telescope event multiplicity7. It is computed by requiring a five stan-
dard deviation (5σ) detection significance in each energy bin (equation 17 from
[34], with an off-source to on-source exposure ratio of five, assuming a power-law
spectrum of E−2.6), and the signal excess to be at least five times the expected
systematic uncertainty in the background estimation (1%), and larger than ten
events.
The figure of merit used for the evaluation and comparison of the scientific
7The event multiplicity is the number of telescopes simultaneously detecting a shower.
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S1, S2, S3 S4
Name LST MST SST
SI-Nscaling 4 24 72
S1-Nscaling 4 24 73
S2-Nscaling 3 24 73
S3-Nscaling 3 24 73
S4-Nscaling 3 24 73
S7 3 24 73
S8 4 25 70
Figure 3: Simulated telescope positions for the different CTA-South array candidates. The
positions of each telescope sub-system is shown separately for the arrays “S1” to “S4”. The
table shows the number of telescopes per type for all layout candidates.
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performance of CTA layouts is called the performance per unit time (PPUT).
PPUT is the unweighted geometrical mean of the reference point-source flux
sensitivity, Fsens,ref , to the achieved sensitivity, Fsens, over a given energy range









The reference sensitivity was derived from the analysis of previous simula-
tions carried out by the CTA Consortium, based on initial and conservative
assumptions on the telescope parameters (see [12]). These reference values, to-
gether with other performance requirements (e.g. minimum angular and energy
resolutions), constitute the prime goals of the CTA design concept. PPUT may
be calculated for the whole CTA-required energy range to estimate the overall
performance, i.e. from 20 GeV up to 300 (50) TeV for CTA-South (North),
or for energy sub-ranges, to evaluate specific telescope sub-system capabilities.
PPUT is defined such that a larger number corresponds to better performance.
Statistical uncertainties of all PPUT values, calculated by propagating the dif-
ferential sensitivity errors associated with the MC event statistics, are below
the 3% level. When comparing PPUT values, these uncertainties are unrealistic
given that the performance of all layouts in a given site are calculated from
the same set of simulated showers. Statistical uncertainties of PPUT values are
therefore not shown in this work.
Except if specified differently, all performance curves and PPUT values
shown in this work correspond to a CTA differential sensitivity to a point-like
source in the centre of the FoV with an observation time of 50 hours. The sen-
sitivity of these layouts to sources located at larger angular distances from the
centre of the FoV was also evaluated. All telescope layouts presented here were
required to comply with a minimum off-axis performance: the radius of the FoV
region in which the point-source sensitivity is within a factor two of the one at
the centre must be larger than 1◦ for the LST sub-system (array composed by
all and only LSTs) and larger than 3◦ for the MST and SST sub-systems.
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Two fully independent analysis chains, Eventdisplay [29] and MARS [30]
(thoroughly tested by the VERITAS and MAGIC collaborations, respectively),
have been used to process the full MC production (at 20◦ zenith angle) for a large
number of telescope configurations for both the Paranal and La Palma sites. In
addition, the ImPACT analysis [35] was used to produce a cross-check for a small
subset of these configurations and the baseline analysis [12] was used to validate
some results on same-type telescope sub-systems. Eventdisplay, MARS and
the methods of the baseline analysis perform classical analyses based on second
moment parameterisation of the Cherenkov images [36], with different choice
of algorithms for image cleaning, background suppression (Boosted Decision
Trees, Random Forest or Lookup tables) and energy reconstruction (Lookup
tables or Random Forest). ImPACT is based on a maximum likelihood fit of
shower images to pre-generated MC templates, and has proven effective in the
analysis of H.E.S.S. data. In all four cases, background suppression cuts are
tuned to achieve the best performance (maximising sensitivity) in each bin of
reconstructed energy. See [25, 12] for more details on the analysis.
Figure 4 shows the PPUT values (between 20 GeV to 125 TeV) of the five
scalings simulated for a given CTA-South array candidate, analysed with three
of the analysis chains described. The results of the different analyses are, in
general, fairly consistent. As shown in Fig. 4, despite their small differences,
the conclusion on the optimal layout is the same regardless of the choice of
analysis package.
2.3. Telescope Configurations
The third large-scale MC production was simulated using the most realistic
and detailed modelling of all CTA telescopes and camera types available. Given
that the prototype telescopes were in the development stage at the time of the
production (summer 2015), some telescope and camera parameters used within
these models may be different from the final ones. These differences are expected
to have a small effect on single-telescope performance, so all conclusions inferred
from this study will still be valid, as long as the CTA-proposed telescopes do
22






























Figure 4: Comparison of performance (expressed in terms of PPUT, see text) of a range of
simulated array layouts for three different analysis chains, relative to the PPUT value attained
by each of them on the “S1-3” layout. The five layouts are presented in Fig. 2. The symbols
shown in the legend indicate the various analysis chains.
not undergo major design changes.
SC-MSTs were excluded from this study due to technical limitations. The
limited available memory during computation did not allow the production of
sufficient event statistics for their performance evaluation. Given the relatively
similar mirror area and FoV of DC-MSTs and SC-MSTs, it is unlikely that the
replacement of some DC-MSTs with SC-MSTs in the proposed layouts would
result in a sub-optimal array layout.
As the final configuration of CTA telescope types is not known at this
point (e.g. how many SSTs of each design will be constructed), the anal-
ysis always considers arrays of a single MST and SST design. All possible
combinations between the two DC-MST cameras and the three SST models
have been studied to ensure that the layout choice does not depend on spe-
cific telescope configurations. Figure 5 shows as an example the PPUT values
of some CTA-South arrays using different combinations of telescope models:
















































Figure 5: Comparison of performance (expressed in terms of PPUT, see text) of a range of
simulated CTA-South array layouts for different combinations of telescope model configura-
tions, each relative to the “S1-3” layout. The different “S1” layout scalings are pictured in
Fig. 2, while the “SI” layouts are described in section 3.2. The symbols shown in the legend
indicate the various telescope configurations.
1M. The relative differences of the PPUT values between the different configu-
rations for a given array layout are below 5% and clearly show the same trend
upon changes of the array layout and scaling.
3. Layout Optimisation
The final numbers of telescopes of each type is now fixed for both hemi-
spheres, defined as the most cost-effective solution to maximise CTA perfor-
mance over the key scientific cases [8]. The number of telescopes that the base-
line arrays will be composed of are 4/25/70 LST/MST/SST for CTA-South and
4/15 LST/MST for CTA-North. With the number of telescopes fixed, the lay-
out optimisation was performed following these considerations (in approximate
order of priority):
C1. Full system performance requirements.
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C2. Telescope sub-system performance requirements (e.g. MST-only array
performance).
C3. Topographical constraints of the selected sites.
C4. Shadowing between neighbouring telescopes (i.e. telescopes structure in-
tersecting the FoV of other telescopes during large zenith angle observa-
tions).
C5. Performance of partially-operating arrays (e.g. resulting from telescope
staging or downtime).
C6. Impact on the ease of calibration and the likely magnitude of systematic
effects.
For C1, the main optimisation parameter is the differential sensitivity of
the full array, while simultaneously ensuring that the energy resolution, the
angular resolution and the FoV requirements are still met. C2 ensures that
the system works in a close-to-optimal fashion also when operated as individual
(LST, MST or SST) sub-systems. C3 is critical for the northern site (La Palma),
but was not needed for the southern site, where no significant constraints are
expected. C4 sets a minimum telescope spacing for pairs of each telescope size
combination. If possible, without moving significantly away from the optimum
performance for the baseline, point C5 was addressed by ensuring that partially
completed systems are still close to optimal. In the case of the LSTs, of which
only four telescopes will be installed on each site, the effect of telescope downtime
was taken into consideration due to the expected occasional maintenance of
one of these telescopes. For MSTs and SSTs, a few missing telescopes due to
maintenance is not expected to significantly affect the performance. Finally,
point C6 was addressed by requiring some overlap between different telescope
sub-systems even when the array is partially completed.
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Figure 6: Differential sensitivity and differential sensitivity ratio as a function of energy for
two configurations of three LSTs with equal area (bottom): arranged as half a square of 115
m on a side (top right) or an isosceles triangle with two 127 m sides (close to equilateral, top
left). The layouts are slightly stretched in the north-south direction and compressed in the
east-west direction, as explained in section 2.1. The ratio is calculated so that higher values
correspond to better sensitivity.
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3.1. LST optimal separation
Below ∼ 100 GeV the LSTs will dominate CTA performance, as these will
be the only telescopes with enough reflecting surface to detect the faint low-
energy showers. For this reason, the layout of the MST and SST positions have
no strong impact in this energy range, therefore their spacing optimisation can
be studied independently. These showers are generally triggered within impact
distances8 below 150 m, i.e. similar to the light pool radius of about 120 m
[25]. As the light-pool size increases with the energy of the primary particle,
the optimal LST spacing is expected to be smaller than for MSTs or SSTs.
The optimal shape of the LST sub-system in the shower-plane projection
is expected to be a square for four LSTs and an equilateral triangle for three
LSTs. This is confirmed in Figure 6, which shows the low-energy differential
sensitivity of a three LST layout with an isosceles shape, close to equilateral,
compared to a three LST layout with a half-square shape.
The optimisation of the LST layout beyond these considerations is thus a
question of separation only. At too-short separations, the projected lever arm
in the stereoscopic shower reconstruction is too small for most events while at
too-large separations too few showers are detected simultaneously by three or
four LSTs (required for an optimal cosmic-ray background rejection).
As described in section 2, the second large-scale MC production assessed
CTA performance over a wide range of site candidates. Realistic values of the
altitude and geomagnetic field strength at each site were used in the shower sim-
ulation [25]. Nine different LST positions were included at each site, allowing
the analysis of several equivalent layouts (e.g. pairs of two LSTs) with different
inter-telescope distances. Archival simulation sets for the following CTA site
candidates were available for this analysis (see [25] for details on each site): Aar
(near Aus, Namibia) at 1640 m altitude, two sites at Leoncito (Argentina) at
1650 and 2660 m, and SAC (San Antonio de los Cobres, Argentina) at 3600 m
altitude. To test the array performance at lower altitudes, an additional hypo-
8The impact distance is the between the telescope location and the shower axis.
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Figure 7: Performance (expressed in terms of PPUT, see text) of LST squared layouts of
different sizes located at different CTA-South candidate sites (left : observations towards north,
right : observations towards south), in the energy range 30 to 300 GeV, using the baseline
analysis described in [12].
thetical Aar site was simulated at 500 m altitude. For the SAC site candidate,
at whose altitude the Cherenkov light pool is significantly smaller, an additional
set of simulations were performed with the telescope spacing reduced by a factor
of 0.84, allowing us to test a larger number of telescope distances.
For a layout of four LSTs in a square shape, side distances of 71, 100, and
141 m (plus 59, 84, and 119 m only for SAC) were available. Figure 7 shows the
dependence of the LST sub-system performance versus telescope separation for
all the studied sites. For the Paranal site, with an altitude and geomagnetic field
falling between the two simulated Leoncito sites shown in Fig. 7, a separation
of about 100 m (square side length) is favoured.
For the case of LST pairs, there were nine different distances available be-
tween 58 to 255 m. As shown in Figure 8, a rather flat optimum is found at 130
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Figure 8: Performance (expressed in terms of PPUT, see text) and energy threshold of pairs
of LSTs as a function of their separation. PPUT values are calculated from the average of
the Aar and the two Leoncito site candidates (with an average altitude close to that of the
Paranal site) and are also averaged over observations pointing towards north and south. The
upper panel shows PPUT values in the energy ranges of 25 GeV to 125 GeV and 25 GeV to
1.25 TeV; the lower panel shows the calculated energy threshold by using the true energy value
that leaves 10% of the events below the cut value (after either the trigger or the analysis) [37].
The performance is derived from the baseline analysis described in [12].
.
m, with close-to-optimum performance for separations ranging from about 100
m up to 150 m, with no significant change in energy threshold over this range.
The optimum separation over the whole LST energy range (more relevant for
observation with the LST sub-system only) is not significantly larger than for
just the lowest energies (relevant for observations with the full array).
Taking all these results into account, a squared layout of four LSTs with
an optimised side distance of 115 m to 120 m would provide both full-system
and sub-system optimal performance. In order to make sure the rest of the
listed considerations, such as geological constrains for the La Palma site or
improved staging scenarios for Paranal, are complied with, minor modifications
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were needed to be applied to these positions. As shown in Figure 6, such minor
modifications of the LST layout are expected to affect the performance at only
the few percent level.
3.2. MST and SST patterns
As introduced in section 2, the master layout of simulated telescopes used
in this work is based on a hexagonal layout to enhance the statistics of showers
simultaneously detected by at least three telescopes [33]. From this layout, two
different MST patterns were studied: a hexagonal one (as in “S1”, top of figure
9) and one presenting an inner hexagonal core with fewer telescopes and four
surrounding islands of three MSTs each (as in “SI”, bottom of figure 9). Because
of the repositioning of MSTs, some SSTs have been moved in order to provide
uniform coverage. The positions of the LSTs are shared between the two layouts.
As shown in Fig. 10, the two layouts provide comparable overall sensitivity
over the whole energy range (20 GeV to 125 TeV). Over the low and medium
energy ranges (20 GeV to 1.25 TeV) the hexagonal pattern is preferred, given
the higher number of MSTs simultaneously used to reconstruct these contained
showers (i.e. showers whose light pools are fully contained inside the area cov-
ered by CTA telescopes). Between 1.25 TeV and 12.5 TeV, the island pattern
provides better performance due to the improved reconstruction of high-energy
showers triggering telescopes near the edge of the array. This improvement fades
above 12 TeV, for energies dominated by the SST sub-system. The hexagonal
MST pattern was chosen as the preferred option given its improved performance
over a wider energy range. Two different observation times were tested in this
comparison, 5 and 50 hours, to make sure that the inferred conclusions are not
dependent on the observation time.
4. Southern site baseline array
The PPUT values for six different energy ranges were calculated for three
different CTA-South layout candidates (“S2” and “S4”, calculated with respect
30
























































Figure 9: Layouts with different MST patterns: “S1” (top), with a strictly hexagonal pattern
and “SI” (bottom), with four islands and a hexagonal core. The LST positioning in the two
cases is the same, while the SSTs have been rearranged. Both layouts correspond to their
scaling 2 variation. The distance of each telescope to its nearest neighbour of the same type



























1.25 TeV to 12.5 TeV




12.5 TeV to 125 TeV
Open symbols: 5 h
Filled symbols: 50 h SI S1
Figure 10: Relative PPUT values for different energy ranges for the layout with a hexagonal
MST pattern (“S1”) and a layout with an MST pattern presenting four islands (“SI”), both for
the southern site, relative to “S1-3”. Open and filled symbols correspond to observation times
of 5 h and 50 h, respectively.
to “S3”) and their five different radial scalings. As shown in Fig. 11, more com-
pact arrays improve performance below ∼ 1 TeV, but have poorer performance
compared to arrays with larger scalings at higher energies. Taking these results
into account, a new layout is defined combining the MST layout with moderate
radial scaling (2) and the SST layout with strong scaling (5), labelled as “S7”. As
shown in Fig. 11, it is the layout with best overall performance, outperforming
most alternatives in every energy range.
However, minor modifications are still necessary to be applied to “S7” for
two important reasons: 1) it includes slightly different numbers of telescopes
with respect to the defined baseline (4 LSTs, 25 MSTs and 70 SSTs) and 2) the
distribution of the SSTs is sub-optimal for independent sub-system operation
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Figure 11: Relative PPUT values for different energy ranges for several CTA-South layout
candidates, relative to “S3-3”. The resulting PPUT values obtained by combining the MST
layout with moderate radial scaling (2) and the SST layout with strong scaling (5) are shown
labelled as “scaling 2+5”.
is therefore a slightly modified version of “S7”, named “S8” (both shown in Fig.
12). The performed modifications are discussed below:
• The LST layout is rather independent of the optimisation of the system as
a whole. The proposed four LST layout is an intermediate step between
a square and a double-equilateral triangle, with the advantage that it
performs significantly better than a square for a three LST stage, without
significant degradation of the full system performance. This compromise
also works better than the double-equilateral triangle configuration for the
situation where one of the east-west pair of telescopes is unavailable (e.g.
due to maintenance activities). The east-west pair of telescopes represents
the best option for a two LST stage-19, and therefore the chosen telescope
separation is close to optimal for a two-telescope system (as shown in Sec.
9The east-west telescope pair provides better stereoscopic reconstruction while pointing
north/south, the preferred sky directions in which sources culminate.
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Figure 12: The best performing layouts from Fig. 11: “S7”, on the left, and the proposed
baseline layout for the southern site, “S8”, on the right.
3.1).
• The MST layout for the proposed array is identical to “S7” except for
the addition of a central MST. The central MST is particularly useful for
MST sub-system operation, surveying performance and LST-MST cross-
calibration.
• The SST positions are modified from “S7” by removing four telescopes
(“S7” has 74 SSTs) and smoothing their distribution. Four SSTs are moved
within the boundary of the dense MST array to enhance the SST-only sub-
system performance, to provide better MST-SST cross-calibration and
to smooth the performance transition between the MST-dominated to
the SST-dominated energy range. After fixing the four inner telescopes
and the outer boundary edge of the layout (so that the highest energy
performance is not affected), the spacing of the remaining telescopes is
adjusted to minimise the inter-telescope distance.
As mentioned in section 2, some telescope positions within “S8” were not
available and needed to be added to the third large-scale MC production. This
extension was necessary to confirm that these modifications were not strongly
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affecting performance. As shown in Fig. 11, the overall PPUT of “S8” matches
the one attained by “S7”. Even if the performance above ∼ 1 TeV is slightly
affected by subtracting four SSTs, “S8” outperforms most layout alternatives,
while taking into account all considerations listed in section 3. For these reasons,
“S8” is the final telescope layout proposed as the baseline for the CTA southern
site.
5. Northern site baseline array
As discussed in section 2, the available telescope positions of the CTA-North
layout were mainly constrained by site topography, buildings and roads. As
Figure 13 illustrates, the best overall performance from the simulated layouts
is achieved by the widest MST spacing considered. This large spacing does
not have an impact on the low energy performance while guaranteeing the best
sensitivity at higher energies. An even wider spacing, while possible for some of
the telescopes, is forbidden by the logistical constraints of the site.
The position of the four LSTs was fixed by orography and existing con-
straints, with LST-1 already under construction. Several solutions are still pos-
sible for alternative MST layouts, some of which are shown in Fig. 14, main-
taining the same inter-telescope distance. All these alternative layouts achieve
similar performance, as shown in Fig. 15, while complying with the constraints
imposed by the site.
6. Conclusion
The Cherenkov Telescope Array will be the next generation gamma-ray in-
strument in the VHE range. It will be composed of two separate arrays: the
southern observatory will be installed at Paranal (Chile). The northern array,
the construction of which has already started with LST-1, will be built on the
island of La Palma (Spain).
These baseline arrays are the result of a concerted effort involving three dif-





























1.25 TeV to 12.5 TeV
Scaling 1 Scaling 2 Scaling 3 Scaling 4 Scaling 50.9
1.0
1.1
12.5 TeV to 50 TeV
Figure 13: Relative PPUT values for the different scalings of the proposed layout for the
northern site, all shown in Fig. 1, relative to the scaling 3.
main purpose of the last large-scale production was to define the final layouts
to be constructed in both sites. As a result, a single layout (right of Fig. 12) is
proposed for CTA-South. It features a four LST rhombus layout (intermediate
step between a square and a double-equilateral triangle), an hexagonal MST
layout, and SSTs homogeneously distributed on a circle of about 1.1 km ra-
dius. Several similarly performing layouts are instead proposed for CTA-North
(Fig. 14). Given the nearly identical performance of different layouts for CTA-
North, the final layout will be fixed based on ease of construction, once a better
understanding on the site constraints is attained.
This study shows that the inter-telescope optimum distance of the LSTs is
between 100 and 150 m, with a rather flat low-energy performance over these
values. The MSTs will provide better performance over the core-energy range of
CTA when distributed over a hexagonal grid slightly stretched by applying an
azimuthally-symmetric transformation, with inter-telescope distances ranging
between 150 and 250 m. The SSTs, present in the southern hemisphere site
36




















































































Figure 14: Several layouts proposed as baseline arrays for the northern site, together with
the position of buildings, roads, and the two MAGIC telescopes. The orography constraints































1.25 TeV to 12.5 TeV





12.5 TeV to 50 TeV
50 h 5 h
Figure 15: Relative PPUT values for several different candidates for the northern layout,
relative to “N3”. The differences between the layouts are less than 5%.
only, provide better performance in a layout with a strong scaling, with inter-
telescope distances ranging between 190 and 300 m.
While the main parameter used in the optimisation is differential sensitiv-
ity over the different energy ranges, other considerations were also taken into
account. Apart from considering the constraints imposed by the characteristics
of the selected sites, minor modifications were applied to the baseline arrays to
improve the performance of different staging scenarios (slightly modifying the
final LST layout), the cross-calibration between different telescope types, and
the stand-alone sub-system performance (mainly by adding SSTs in the inner
part of the layout).
All these layouts comply with the performance requirements imposed by the
CTA Consortium for both sites over the full energy range. CTA will outperform
present day instruments by more than an order of magnitude in sensitivity in
the multi-TeV range, as can be seen in Fig. 16. The differential sensitivities
presented in Fig. 16, together with all the instrument response functions of the
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Figure 16: CTA differential sensitivity (multiplied by energy squared) compared to those of
present day instruments (from [38]): Fermi-LAT [39], MAGIC [40, 41], H.E.S.S. [42], VERI-
TAS [43], and HAWC [44]
proposed baseline arrays, are publicly available [38] and they were used in the
study of CTA key science projects [8].
As shown in all the performance comparisons performed throughout this
work, the optimisation reaches the few percent level in precision, showing that
smaller modifications to these baseline arrays will not lead to significant per-
formance losses. In addition, several different implementations for the SST and
MST telescopes were tested and resulted in equivalent conclusions, proving that
this optimisation is also valid even if different telescope designs undergo minor
modifications.
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